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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
IN THE MATTER OF THE GENERAL 
DETERMINATION OF RIGHTS TO THE 
USE OF ALL WATER, BOTH SURFACE 
AND UNDERGROUND, WITHIN THE 
DRAINAGE AREA OF BEAR RIVER 
AND ALL ITS TRIBUTARIES IN 
UTAH. 
RICHARD M. ESKELSEN, VIRGINIA 
E. ESKELSEN, and LaNEZ NORMAN, 
Plaintiffs and Appellants, 
vs . 
TOWN OF PERRY, a Municipal 
Corporation, 
Defendant and Appellee, 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 
The appellants, Richard M. Eskelsen and Virginia E. 
Eskelsen, will be referred to as the "Eskelsens", LaNez Norman 
will be referred to as "Norman", and Perry City will be referred 
to as "Perry". References to the two volumes of pleadings will 
be indicated (R. ). The references to the transcript will be 
indicated by (Tr. ), the references to plaintiffs' exhibits 
will be (PI. Ex. ), and to the defendants exhibits will be 
(Def. Ex. ). 
The statement showing the jurisdiction of the Appellate 
Court, the statement of issues, the reference to determinative 
constitutional provisions, and the statement of the case which 
appear in the brief of appellant are included herein by reference 
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANTS 
Supreme Court No. 900119 
and will not be repeated. In accordance with Rule 24(c) of 
the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, this brief will be 
limited to answering new matters set forth in the brief of 
appellee. 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES 
The brief of appellee contains no statement of issues 
and makes no direct reference to the statement of issues in the 
brief of appellants nor to the argument that certain essential 
findings of fact are not supported by any evidence. 
Perry states in its brief, page 2, that to establish 
that a finding of fact is clearly erroneous the appellants must 
marshal all evidence in support of the finding and then show that 
when viewed in the light most favorable to the appellee that the 
evidence is still insufficient to support the finding. It cites 
the recent cases of College Irrigation Co., v. Logan River and 
Blacksmith Fork Irrigation Co., 780 P.2d 1241 (Utah 1989), and 
Doelle v. Bradley, 784 P.2d 1176 (Utah 1989). 
The Statement of Facts in pages 4 to 11 of Perry's 
brief consists almost entirely of a rewrite of the findings of 
fact with a reference to each finding and to the pages in the 
record where the findings appear. No reference is made to the 
transcript and exhibits. 
It is believed that the findings of fact which are 
necessary to support the judgment are as follows: 
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1. That the Eskelsens and Norman have no water rights 
evidenced by the Ruby Davis diligence claim. See Findings of 
Fact Nos. 15, 16, and 17. 
2. Perry has established a water right in the spring 
area for 150 gallons of water per minute which was first utilized 
prior to 1897 and has since been utilized and maintained. See 
Findings of Fact Nos. 13, 14, 18, 19, and 31. 
3. Perry did not lose any water rights by forfeiture 
for nonuse. See Findings of Fact Nos. 21, 22, 24, 30, and 31. 
4. Partial forfeiture for nonuse is not applicable to 
municipal water rights. See Finding of Fact No. 30. 
5. The only valid water application for water rights 
held by the Eskelsens is approved application No. 29-2973 (A59399) 
for .1 of a second foot, and Perryfs water rights are valid and 
superior to that application. See Finding of Fact No. 32. 
Each finding of fact listed above is either contrary to 
documentary evidence in the record or there is no competent evi-
dence in the record to support it. 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
The summary of argument in the brief of appellants, 
pages 12 and 13, is incorporated herein by reference. In addi-
tion, the appellants add the following 
The brief of appellant marshals the evidence, if any, 
in support of the findings of fact essential to sustaining the 
3 
judgment. By reference to such brief, without unnecessary repeti-
tion, and to the record, the several findings of fact will be 
designated by number followed by a review of the related evidence 
and the law. 
ARGUMENT 
FINDINGS OF FACT NOS. 15, 16, AND 17 
THAT THE ESKELSENS AND NORMAN HAVE NO WATER RIGHTS 
BASED ON THE RUBY DAVIS DILIGENCE CLAIM NO. 538 
ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY THE EVIDENCE OR THE LAW 
It is contended by Perry that the warranty deed from 
James Stokes and wife to Perry, dated November 26, 1917, conveyed 
all of the water rights in the Stokes, Walker, Davis Spring area 
to it. See brief of appellee, page 14. A copy of such deed is 
in the addendum, page 14. (Abstract of Title (PI. Ex. 3) page 42.) 
It will be noted that the water right in the "small 
spring" in the location of the Davis Spring is expressly excluded. 
It is further stated by Perry that, in 1933, Perry con-
veyed to Maud Davenport by a deed dated March 21, 1933, the land 
now owned by the Eskelsens and that no water right was transferred 
because of the provisions of Article XI, Section 6, of the Utah 
State Constitution which forbids the transfer by a municipality 
of water rights. 
The discussion of the evidence relating to findings of 
fact Nos. 15, 16, and 17 appears on pages 15-17 of the brief of 
appellants and will not be repeated here. The above-numbered 
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findings of fact are clearly erroneous. 
THERE IS NO COMPETENT EVIDENCE THAT 
PERRY HAS ESTABLISHED A WATER RIGHT 
FOR 150 GALLONS OF WATER PER MINUTE 
IN THE SPRING AREA WHICH HAS BEEN 
UTILIZED SINCE PRIOR TO 1897 
Findings of Fact Nos. 13, 14, 18, 19, and 31 state that 
the Stokes family developed and diverted water from the spring 
area and used it for domestic, livestock, and irrigation uses; 
that Perry obtained all such water rights with land it acquired; 
that the quantity of water so diverted varied from 112 to 150 
gallons per minute; that such water right was first utilized and 
developed prior to 1897 and has been utilized and maintained con-
tinuously up to the present time. See page 14 of Appellee's brief 
and pages 5, 6, and 9 of the addendum to the brief. 
The evidence and the law relating to the last above-
mentioned findings of fact are discussed on pages 19 to 22 of the 
brief of appellant. The evidence "marshalled11 in such brief is 
clearly deficient to support the findings because there is no 
testimony in the record as to use of water before 1917 in any 
definite quantity, on any definitely described land, for any 
specified purpose and during any specified period during the 
year. 
The "quantity11 of water collected and used by Perry, 
as stated in Findings of Fact No. 19, between 112 to 150 gallons 
per minute, is based on a measurement of water collected by the 
new and enlarged water facility constructed by Perry in 1983 
and 1984. We quote from the transcript, pages 179-183: 
"Q. Well, you have only hearsay records that 
it was ever used before 1900, and that was that it 
was used for irrigation purposes, and yet it's set 
up as a municipal right. Now, where did you get the 
figures .29ths of a second foot? 
f?A. That's a flow measurement that John Jensen 
made. And it's a record of 134 -- 130.4 gallons per 
minute. 
"Q. And --
"A. Excuse me. 
"Q. When did you -- when did he make that 
measurement? 
"A. June 20th, 1984 -- Excuse me, July 20th, 
1984. 
"Q. And you read the file to the effect that 
he made the measurement from the facilities that 
were greatly enlarged and constructed by the town 
of Perry in 1983 and '84, isn't that right? 
"A. He measured it from an outfall from their 
system. 
"Q. From the new system constructed in 1983 
and '84? 
"A. Well, the new system was there, yes. 
"Q. You don't know when it was constructed? 
"A. I know about the dates. I don't know the 
exact dates that they put in the line. 
"Q. Would it be in those years? 
"A. Yes. 
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"Q. But you measured it in works that had 
just been constructed and you -- you never knew 
what the works were before when he diverted it 
for irrigation and other purposes, did you? 
MA. No, we didn't, so I couldn't make that 
assumption. 
"Q. So --
"A. I don't know if itfs the same or not. 
"Q. You just wrote down municipal use for the 
full take in that from the new facilities. 
"A. That's right. 
"Q. And that manhole is part of the new 
facilities. Do you want to testify, Mr. Fother-
ingham, that this measurement was made on some 
other facilities than the new ones that were con-
structed? 
"A. No, I do not. I --
"Q. Well, do you as a professional engineer 
believe that that's honest and accurate to make a 
claim based on a measurement after facilities are 
newly constructed without any knowledge of the 
previous use? Do you think that's sound? 
"A. It's the best information we have." 
Perry witnesses, former employees in the years indi-
cated, each testified that he estimated the flow of water out 
of the pipe cut in 1964 was one-third of a second foot. 
See 
Earl Francis - employed as maintenance man from 
1961 to 1965 (Tr. 221), and from 1968 to 1971 
(Tr. 236) 
7 
Jay Matthews - Mayor of Perry, 1969 to 1977 (Tr. 
241). He testified that Earl Francis1 estimate 
of flow was real close, "....but down toward the 
end, this dribbled down to nearly nothing.ff 
(Tr. 244) 
There is no evidence in the record relating to the use 
of water from the spring area before 1917 by James Stokes or any 
other predecessor in interest to Perry. 
PERRY LOST BY FORFEITURE FOR NONUSE 
ANY WATER RIGHTS IT HAD IN THE SPRING AREA 
Findings of Fact Nos. 21, 22, 24, 30, and 31 state in 
substance that Perry discontinued putting water from the spring 
area into its culinary system in 1964, but continued to serve water 
to the Davis and Dunn homes and leased the remainder to Elmer 
Matthews until 1984. 
There is no documentary evidence to support the above 
numbered findings of fact. The testimony in the record relating 
thereto is summarized below the name of each witness, called by 
Perry, to testify regarding water use from the spring area from 
1917 to 1984. 
Earl Francis (Tr. 220-240) 
Testified that Ruby Davis ran short of water "....so 
she had me hook it back up and the water went from up there to 
the collection system, down to that house and across to her11. 
The word !!herff referred to Mrs. Dunn, the sister of Mrs. Davis. 
(Tr. 221,222) There is nothing in the transcript as to the date 
the connection line was installed and how long the Dunn and Davis 
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homes were served with water. The only testimony regarding 
the period of use is that water was still going down to the 
two houses the time that Earl Francis was there. (Tr. 237,238). 
His employment ended in 1971. (Tr. 236) 
Jay Matthews (Tr. 240-258) 
Testified as follows: 
ffQ. And then Elmer Matthews used that water 
to irrigate his orchards? 
"A. Three or four rows, yes. There was -- I 
might say, though, that I can add a little bit, that 
when it got so low, it spilled into the box there. 
He had a, oh, some kind of a contraption, big piece 
of pipe, and rubber pipe that he would run so it 
could be spilled into the -- that box and he would 
use it with a quarter foot or a third of a foot of 
water, and he'd pump it through his rainmakers, 
through his sprinkling systems." 
"Q. Okay, and you personally know that Mr. 
Matthews used that water then all the time you were 
mayor? 
MA. Yes, I do. 
Mr. Matthews was Mayor from 1969 to 1977. (Tr. 241) 
Paul Barnard (Tr. 250-261) 
Testified that when he was Mayor the water that Elmer 
Matthews was using came from up in the Stokes spring area down 
and across the wash where Mr. Francis said he cut the pipe. 
(Tr. 256) He was Mayor from 1978 to 1982. (Tr. 252) Matthews 
used the water while he was Mayor. (Tr. 254) 
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Tim Francis (Tr. 261-289) 
Testified he worked for Perry from 1979 - 1987. 
(Tr. 262) The old pipeline served water to the Nielsen home. 
"Well, now, there could have been some going to Matthews. I 
didn't check on that. I -- didn't feel that was my concern." 
(Tr. 283) 
Reese Quayle (Tr. 289-307) 
Testified member of Town Council in 1981. (Tr. 290) 
He identified minutes of the Town Board of Perry dated in 1951 
and 1952 which related to furnishing water to Davis and Dunn. 
PARTIAL FORFEITURE FOR NONUSE IS APPLICABLE 
TO MUNICIPAL WATER RIGHTS 
Finding of Fact No. 30 that Perry has not forfeited 
any water right by nonuse from 1964 to 1984, but has maintained 
its water rights by serving two homes and leasing water for 
irrigation. See brief of Appellee, Addendum page 9. In para-
graph 7 of the conclusions of law, the trial court concluded: 
"Therefore, in order for Perry to have lost 
any water rights it would have had to totally and 
completely not placed any water in the fStokes, 
Walker and Davis Spring area1 to beneficial use for 
a period of at least five years.11 
The above-numbered finding of fact and the referenced 
conclusion of law raise dispositive legal questions which were 
discussed on pages 25 to 27 of the brief of appellant. The 
discussion will not be repeated here. 
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THE TRIAL COURT OMITTED FROM ITS 
FINDINGS AND JUDGMENT ESKELSEN'S 
APPROVED APPLICATION 
The Eskelsens own a water right evidenced by applica-
tion to appropriate No. 43448 (29-1864) originally filed by 
Neil D. and Sylvia F. Norman on April 8, 1974, and subsequently 
assigned to the Eskelsens. This application was approved by the 
State Engineer and an election was filed thereon in lieu of 
proof. It is in the same legal position as a certificated 
application. A copy appears in the addendum at page 15. 
CONCLUSION 
The Eskelsens are owners of two valid applications for 
appropriation of a total of 0.115 of a second foot of water from 
the George Davis Spring. The Eskelsens and Norman each own a 
one-half interest in the water right in such spring evidenced by 
the Ruby L. Davis Statement of Water Users Claim to Diligence 
Rights, No. 538, for 0.0267 of a second foot of water for domestic, 
irrigation, and stockwatering purposes. 
Perry has no water rights in the Stokes, Walker or 
Davis Spring area because there is no evidence, oral or documentary, 
of the appropriation of a definite quantity or flow of water at a 
definite point of diversion from such spring area for a definite 
use on any particular parcel of land by Perry or its predecessors 
in interest prior to 1903. No application for appropriation of 
such water was filed after 1903. Furthermore, there is no evidence 
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that any definite water right was appurtenant to the 60.9 acres 
of land conveyed by James Stokes and wife to Perry in 1917 or 
to land conveyed by others to Perry in later years. 
Respectfully submitted 
£^0^. E. J. SKEI 
536 East £00 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 
Telephone: (801) 359-2329 
Attorney for Appellants 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, E. J. Skeen, certify that on March I3 " , 1991, 
I served four copies of the foregoing REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANTS 
upon counsel for the appellee in this matter by mailing them 
by first class mail, postage prepaid, to the following address: 
Jeff R. Thorne, Esq. 
MANN, HADFIELD & THORNE 
Zions Bank Building, 98 North Main 
P. 0. Box "F" 
Brigham City, Utah 84302-0906 
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ABSTRACT NO. i n ITEM NO, ^ - ~ RECORDER'S NO. H 6 0 0 d 
GRANTOR: 
James Stokes and 
Ann Stokes, his wife, E. E. 
Stokes and Flora Stokes, his 
wife 
GRANTEE: 
The Town o f P e r r y 
KIND OF INSTRUMENT WARRANTY DEED 
OATED NOV. 2 6 , 1 9 1 7 
ACKNOWLEDGED Regular 
BEFORE 
RECORDED Nov. 3 0 , 1917 a t 4 :30 p.ra, 
BOOK 12 PAGE 209 OF Deeds 
CONSIDERATION $4,000.00 
WORDS OF GRANT: — — hereby conveys and warrants to — land in Box Elder 
County, Utah: 
Com. at a pt. 56 rods E. of SW cor. of Sec. 36 T. 9 N. R. 
2 W. SLM, and running th. N. 36 rods, th. N. 47°10T E. 866 ft., th. S. 
63°19T E. 320 ft. to SE cor. of the John W. Call tract; th. N. 38°51r 
E. 490 ft., th. S. 64°09r E. 151 ft., th. N. 4°30' E. 177 ft., th. N. 
67°07T W. 738 ft. to lane, th. N. 26°40' E. 405 ft., th. N. 130 ft., 
th. S. 72°00* E. 834 ft., th. S. 6°25 f W. 133 ft., th. S. 47°00' E. 
9.80 chs., th. S. 26°45r W. 16 chs., th. S. 19°25T W. 8.82 chs., more 
or less, to Sec. line, thence W. along Sec. line 87 rods, more or less, 
to the place of beg., contg. 60.90 acres. 
Together with all appurtenances thereunto belonging and 
also all right, title and interest of said grantors in and to those 
certain springs of water known as the Walker Springs which belong to 
sand passes with said land, being all of the water arising therefrom 
save and except a i int. in one spring which belongs to John Call and 
a small spring arising upon James S. Stokes property together with a 
full right and privilege to enter upon the property where the springs 
are located and develop the same as the pleasure of the Grantee. 
This Deed is given subject to a mortgage in favor of the 
Guardian Causualty and Guaranty Co. in the sum of $2000.00 together 
with $90.00 int. which the grantee herein promises and agrees to 
pay. Said sum of $2090 to be deducted from the said $4,000.00 
representing the consideration therein. 
SIGNATURES James Stokes 
Ann Stokes 
E. E. Stokes 
Flora Stokes 
PAGE NO. U*S 
HILLAM ABSTRACTING & INSURANCE AGENCY 
Norman H Bdngortor 
(, \ rn r 
Die C Hansui 
h x(< utiw f) in t r 
Robert L Morgan 
Stat h w i < r 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF \\ \TCR RIGHTS 
1636 West North Temple S J to °2J 
Salt Lake C ty Utan84l b J l5b 
801 538 7240 
C E R T I F I C A T I O N 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the attached documents are true and correct 
copies of the following: 
Extension Granted Letter dated August 12, 1987 re Application 
No. A59399 (29-2973) 
Application to Appropriate No. 43448 (29-1864) 
Statement of Water User's Claim (one page) (29-934) 
Statement of Water User's Claim to Diligence Rights No. 538 
(29-934) 
SAID DOCUMENTS are on file in the Division of Water Rights, located 
at 1636 West North Temple Street, Second Floor, Salt Lake City, UT 
84116. 
DATED this 5th day of December, 1989. 
&W 





an equal opportunity employer 
ri PLAINTIFFS 
1 EXHIBIT 
APPLICATION TO APPROPRIATE WATER 
STATE OF UTAH 
NOTE:-The information given in the following blanks should be free from explanatory matter, but when necessary, a complete 
supplementary statement fhould be made on the following page under the heading "Kxplanatory.' 
For the purpose of acquiring the right to use a portion of the unappropriated water of the State of 
Utah, for uses indicated by (X) in the proper box or boxes, application is hereby made to the State 
Engineer, based upon the following showing of facts, submitted in accordance with the requirements of 
the Laws of Utah. 
1. Irrigation 1AI DomcsticfcJ StockwatcringfiU Municipal!—! FowerLJ(( MimngLJ Other UsesLJ 
2. The name of the applicant is _ J t e l l . J L _ i . S $ l ) l i a . J L _ N o ^ , 
3. The Post Office address of the applicant is. 
4. The quantity of water to be appropriated :_Y.L. second-feet and/or .acre-feet 
5. The water is to be used for Domes t 1 _ C - S t O ^ J to „DfifiA 31 
(Major Purpose) (Month) (Day) (Month) (Day) 
other use period I r r i g a t i o n from . .April 1 to ..Oct* 31 
(Minor Turpoae) (Month) (Day) (Month) (Day) 
and stored each year (if stored) from to 
(Month) (Day) (Month) (Day) 
6. The drainage area to which the direct source of supply belongs is.. 
(Leave Blank) 
7. The direct source of supply is* Geange~DavLis~Spr-ing 
(Name of stream or other source) 
which is tributary to , tributary to 
*Nolc.-Where water is to be diverted from a well, A tunnel, or drain, the source should be designated as "Underground Water" in the 
first space and the remaining spaces should be left blank. If the source is a stream, a spring, a spring area, or a drain, so indicate in the first 
space, giving its name, if named, and in the remaining spaces, designate the stream channels to which it is tributary, even though the water 
may sink, evaporate, or be diverted lie fore reaching said channels. If water from a spring flows in a natural surface channel before being 
diverted, the direct source should be designated as a stream and not a spring. 
8. Thcpoint of diversion from the source is in.. ._ BOX Elder .County, situated at a point* 
N. T414' & E. 2233' from the SW Corner of Section 36, T9N, R2W, SLB&M. 
*Notc. The point of diversion must be located definitely by course and distance or by giving the distances north or south, and cast or 
west with reference to a United States land survey corner or United States mineral monument, if within a distance of six miles of either, or if 
at a greater distance, to some prominent and jierinanent natural object. No application will be received for filing in which the point of 
diversion is not defined definitely. 
9. The diverting and carrying works will consist of _9.f.r!lf-"?_.-?_?.]_].?.?_?_?.?.!1_._^ _?_^ ___*__?/_5." 
pipe to place of use. 
10. If water is to be stored, give capacity of reservoir in acre-feet height of dam 
area inundated in acres legal subdivision of area inundated 
11. If application is for irrigation purposes, the legal subdivisions of the area irrigated arc as follows: 
.25 acre within the NYSE's of Section 36 
.J^Jt2R,. .SLB&NL 
. . Total „„ . 2 5 . . Acres 
12. Is the laud owned by the applicant? Ycs_._X No If "No," explain on page 2. 
13. Is this water to be used supplementally with other water rights? Ycs.X. No 
If "yes," identify other water rights on page 2. 
14. If application is for power purposes, describe type of plant, size and rated capacity. 
15. If application is for mining, the water will be used in Mining District at 
the mine, where the following ores arc mined 
16. If application is for stockwatering purposes, number and kind of stock watered ......??!.??.? 
17. If application is for domestic purposes, number of persons , or families ?J}6 
18. If application is for municipal purposes, name of municipality 
19. If application is for other uses, include general description of proposed uses 
20. Give place of use by legal subdivision of the United Slates Land Survey for all uses described in para-
graphs 14 lo 19, incl. 
Sama.as-Paragraph.-if-1-T-above-,-
21. The use of water as set forth in this application will consume ..„;.9J.?. second-feet and/or acrc-
fcet of water and _V_ second feet and/ or acre feet will be returned to the natural 
stream or source at a point described as follows: 
ti-W-GSofr 
(Use page 4 if additional explanatory is needed.) 
The quantity of water sought to be appropriated is limited to that which 
can be beneficially used for the purpose herein described 
Signature of Applicant* 
*If applicant is a corporation or other organization, signature must be the name of such corporation or organization 
by its proper officer, or in the name of the partnership by one of the partners, and the names of the other partners shall 
be listed. If a corporation or partnership, the affidavit below need not be filled in. If there is more than one applicant, 
a power of attorney, authorizing one to act for all, should accompany the Application. 
( 
STATE OF UTAH, ) -, 
County of :...'..l. 
,n DECLARATION OF CITIZENSHIP 
On the C\ day of (t. 
iry public for the State of Utah, the above appli) 
or has declared his intention to become such a citizen. 
My commission expires: 
(SEAL) Notary Public 
„ utetfd , 19/. / . , personally appeared before me, n 
notary public for the State of Utah, the above applicant who, on oatb, declared that he is a citizen of the United States, 
18 
FEES FOR APPLICATIONS TO APPROPRIATE WATER IN UTAH 
Flow rate — c.f.s. Cost 
0.0 to 0.1 $ 10.00 
over 0.1 to 0.5 20.00 
over 0.5 to 1.0 30.00 
over 1.0 to 15.0 30.00 plus $5 for each cfs above the first cubic foot 
over 15.0 100.00 per second. 
Storage — acre-feet 
0 to 20 15.00 
over 20 to 500 30.00 
over 500 to 7500 30.00 plus $5 for each 500 a.f. above the first 500 
over 7500 100.00 acre feet. 
(This section is not to be filled in by applicant) 
STATE ENGINEER'S ENDORSEMENTS 
1. U.£JJA\.J..J.J.LL Application received
 o v er counter
 m
 ^
t a t e
 Engineer's office bys/^A 
2 Priority of Application brought down to, on account of (.. 
3^t.rZ.,«^.?.<^/Application fee, $Z.<l^.t received by A ; . ^ Rec. N o . . ^ . / Z * i 4 . 
i/€&S^&/..?ZV. Application microfilmed by Roll No 7/^.....^ 
5.^iA/.:fc.::fc^Indexed by ^ . ^ ' . ' ^Platted by .^././!&fe.£...&j!ft 
•;--^-v- f-y^ Cl:S-a.JSA.Ca.d, 
%JJM'SlL&4.:.A.i.L... Application examined b y ^ L j ? 
7 Application returned, or corrected by office 
8 Corrected Application resubmitted
 0ver counter ^° State Engineer's office. 
10, 
. Application approved for advertisement by 
.0. JWAY 1 0 19/4 Notice to water users prepared by .Cttj0..^)(jJ. 
11. ^ O J . . . ? : . . : . . Publication began; was complete^ M/lf 3 0 1974 
Notice published in ..A^^.E^C^.^/l^cL^J.'^ 
12. WAi.WA... Proof slips checked by ^ A . X ^ A 
13 Application protested by 
J4, l;.iu:.// /../£/!.{Publisher paid by M.E.V. No. .£.::Z.'Z.s'.Z.. 
10. Hearing held by 
16 Field examination by 
1 7 ^ ^ . ^ / ^ / ^ M p p l i c a t i o n designated for ° f f g ^ £ j * ^ ~ J>W> 
18 7rl&-7A Application copied or photostated by jb proofread by 
19 7.18.7A Application **j^ 
20. Conditions; 
This Application is approved, subject to prior rights, as follows: 
a. Actual construction work shall be diligently prosecuted to completion. 
b. Proof of Appropriation shall be submitted to the State Engineer's office by ....?.".-?...?.7.P.. 
c 
*• * r _r«ry^^"*" Mf 1 ^i i 
Dee C. Hansen, State Engineer 
21 Time for making Proof of Appropriation extended to 
22. .v.lii>i.'^ /i).l|40.7.0- Proof of Appropriation submitted.^ (Vc« f\c-vv, 
23 .'.: Certificate of Appropriation, No , issued 
Application No...<^.^../?.Z.£... 
1 Q 
